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[bookmark: quick-reference]Quick Reference
Your application should contain:
· Narrative application (max 4 pages): candidate overview, scientific independence, scientific contributions, pedagogical competence, leadership and other merits
· Appendix A: documented evidence for scientific independence
· Appendix B: documented evidence for scientific contributions
· Appendix C: documented evidence for pedagogical competence
· Appendix D: documented other evidence
· Selected publications, normally 5 to 10
· CV and publication list
The rest of this document explains each component in detail.
[bookmark: purpose]Purpose
Your application should explain clearly and briefly why you fulfill the requirements for the title of docent.
The application is not intended to be a second CV, a full pedagogical portfolio, or a research plan.
The aim is to help the committee and external reviewers understand your case efficiently and on a comparable basis. The narrative and appendices should not repeat what is already obvious from the CV, although you may refer to items in the CV and publication list by number.
[bookmark: narrative-sections]Narrative Sections
The total maximum length of the narrative is 4 pages.
[bookmark: X5df241ae2a8f352c725a63c27fa7e457d7ecdcf]1. Candidate Overview (about 0.25 to 0.5 page)
Briefly state:
· your current role and departmental affiliation
· the proposed subject area for the docent title
· your main scientific area or areas
· the core reason why you believe you now meet the docent criteria
It should already be clear from this section that you fulfill the formal requirement of scientific production corresponding to at least two PhD theses. At the same time, this should be understood as a minimum requirement rather than the typical expected level for a successful docent application. If the case is close to the formal minimum in volume, the application should make a particularly clear and well-supported case for the quality, maturity, and independence of the candidate’s contributions.
[bookmark: scientific-independence-up-to-1.5-pages]2. Scientific Independence (up to 1.5 pages)
This is a central part of the application.
Explain:
· which selected works best demonstrate your independence
· what your role was in those works
· how you have developed an independent research line, responsibility, or profile
· which additional evidence supports your independence
The narrative is the main vehicle for explaining scientific independence. At the same time, the expectation is that this narrative should be supported by documented evidence where possible.
Publications are normally the main basis for demonstrating scientific independence. Other evidence may strengthen or clarify the case, but usually does not replace publication-based evidence.
Applications that contain little or no documented evidence of scientific independence are considered weaker and may not proceed to external review.
For recent publications, typically from around 2020 onwards, documented contribution statements or co-author certificates (such as published CRediT statements, signed co-author certificates, or equivalent — see examples below) are expected. For older publications where such documentation was not standard practice, candidates are still expected to obtain retrospective contribution statements or co-author certificates where possible. Argued evidence is accepted only where documentation could not be obtained retrospectively either, and the candidate should explain why. The independence case is assessed on what is documented; the absence of documentation weakens the case regardless of the reason.
Development of an independent research line is normally explained in the narrative and supported by documented evidence, especially through publications and other documented academic activities.
Examples of documented publication evidence include, but are not limited to:
· single-authored publications
· clearly leading or senior-author publications, where that convention is meaningful in the field
· published CRediT statements or equivalent published contribution statements
· signed co-author certificates or letters documenting the candidate’s role in the work
· corresponding-author responsibility, where documented and meaningful in the field
· a documented pattern of publications showing a distinct line of work beyond earlier supervisory context
Other forms of documented evidence relevant in your field may also apply.
Examples of other documented evidence include, but are not limited to:
· grants as PI or scientific lead
· documented project, work-package, lab, or infrastructure leadership
· (co-)supervision responsibility
· invited keynote or similar invited talks
· editorial roles, expert assignments, patents, software, datasets, standards, demonstrators, startups, or similar documented outputs or responsibilities
Chalmers proposes the use of the CRediT taxonomy for new contribution statements and co-author certificates. Other wording is also acceptable, provided that it is sufficiently clear and can be reasonably mapped to key CRediT roles or tasks.
Argued evidence is still important. This includes, for example, explaining why particular publications demonstrate independence, how you have developed an independent line of research beyond your supervisor or early postdoctoral context, why author order or corresponding authorship does not fully capture contribution in your field, or why other parts of your profile should be interpreted as evidence of scientific independence.
[bookmark: scientific-contributions-up-to-1.5-pages]3. Scientific Contributions (up to 1.5 pages)
Explain:
· your most important scientific contributions
· why they matter in your field
· how your body of work demonstrates breadth, depth, and maturity beyond the doctoral level
· how your output should be understood relative to norms in your field
[bookmark: pedagogical-competence-up-to-0.5-page]4. Pedagogical Competence (up to 0.5 page)
Explain:
· your teaching at bachelor, advanced, master’s, or doctoral level
· your (co-)supervision experience and your role in that supervision
· your pedagogical training or equivalent preparation
· any evidence of pedagogical independence or own responsibility, where relevant
Teaching at bachelor level is expected and is a merit. The formal pedagogical requirement is mainly tied to advanced, master’s, and doctoral level teaching and supervision.
Doctoral (co-)supervision experience is a strong and normally expected merit in a docent application. If such experience is limited or absent, this should be clearly explained and balanced by other evidence of supervisory and academic maturity.
Pedagogical independence is also a merit and should be made explicit where relevant.
[bookmark: X7f603c66212664f60b4396eb4a7b74465d6a9fa]5. Leadership and Other Merits (up to 0.5 page)
Explain:
· relevant leadership, coordination, or development roles
· broader merits such as collaboration, service, infrastructure building, external engagement, or field-specific outputs
· any important merits not captured well by standard publication-based assessment
[bookmark: appendices]Appendices
The appendices should clarify and support your application. There is no fixed appendix page limit in the current version of the process, but applicants are expected to keep the appendices concise and useful.
[bookmark: Xd65583c777a0b307817b4849f6d604b4d0b9ae3]Appendix A: Documented evidence for scientific independence
Include:
A1. Selected outputs
A2. Contribution evidence and cross-references
Use S1, S2, and so on for the selected outputs. Use these identifiers consistently across the narrative application and Appendix A.
You may also refer to other outputs from your full publication list by the numbering used in your CV or publication list.
Appendix A should support Section 2 of the narrative. It may include evidence tied both to selected publications and to other publications in your CV or publication list where relevant.
In A2:
· identify each paper or output by S1, S2, etc or by CV/publication-list number
· describe your contribution using CRediT-style roles
· make clear where evidence is documented rather than only claimed
· include references to published contribution statements, co-author certificates, or equivalent documentation where relevant
If a paper or output has stronger supporting evidence, for example a published CRediT statement or a certificate in the appendix, you are encouraged to make this explicit in the matrix, for example through formatting or a short note.
Brief field-specific clarification may also be included here where needed, for example for authorship conventions or special publication practices.
[bookmark: Xd1c96377924062865a6ec59906dca995eb0fb91]Appendix B: Documented evidence for scientific contributions
Include a concise summary of output volume, type, and quality in a form that makes sense in your field, with brief field-specific clarification where needed.
One possible structure is to group publications by type, for example journal, conference, and workshops/other, and by broad quality level, for example top, strong, and other.
Where relevant, you may also refer to recognized field-specific quality indicators such as journal ranking levels, conference rankings, CORE, ERA, or quartiles.
Appendix B should support Section 3 of the narrative.
[bookmark: X67c5d52361fb2247b3c70f44ef06f7c750fdebf]Appendix C: Documented evidence for pedagogical competence
Include relevant teaching evidence, supervision roles and outcomes, and pedagogical training or equivalent preparation.
Appendix C should support Section 4 of the narrative.
[bookmark: appendix-d-documented-other-evidence]Appendix D: Documented other evidence
Include relevant documented evidence on leadership, service, collaboration, infrastructure building, and other merits or responsibilities that strengthen or clarify the broader case.
Appendix D should support Section 5 of the narrative. It may include documented evidence that strengthens or clarifies the broader case for scientific independence, but it does not replace the need to explain independence primarily through the narrative and publication-based evidence.
